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By RAY CROMLEY

& -
A CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
SAGENCY study scems to con-

¢ clude that the greatest risk of

i, nuclear war in the years ahead-

~may come from U. S. actions

“which convince' Soviet leaders

“we lack ‘determination in a

* erisis.

. The study by Willard Matthias
of the CIA Board of National
Estimates, says;

“While it is most unlikely . . .

: Soviet leaders will choose to car-

.7y out actions they know to
carry & high risk of general war,
such knowledge is not casy to
come by ..

“In tlns age of mobile stnkmrI
forces”" and hardened missile
sites, it does not appear possible

i to build a nuclear force (‘apab
“of destroying an enemy’s capa-
bilities and simultancously pro-
“tecting oneself .

" “Even extreme]y large num-
-bers of high-cost weapons would
p1ov1de no assurance of victory
“or even survival. Thus, if there
-is any valid and rational concept
‘today upon which to develop or
;Measure a strategic military
iforce, it is that of deterrence.

¥for determining that a stated

’;,level of forces will deter and
-that another will not.

¢ .Deterrence depends, says .

Mr. Matthias, in very consid-
“erable measure on how the
ienemy sizes up “the determina-

:tion and will power of his op- -

-ponent.”
The Matthias study gives an

“example — how the U. S., by-
:seeming to be afraid of a con-

-"frontahon set the stage for the
. Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962,

‘ Says this CIA paper:-
51‘- “In the international atmos-
: phere of early 1962, when the

-of missile deployment, the U. 8.

“But one cannot find any rule -

-
4

in Nuclear Age..

-Cuban move was planned, the:

Soviet leaders were still riding?
high and the U. S. probably ap-:
peared to them to be unce"tam

and cautious. ;

“The U. S. had chosen not to
run the political risks necessary™
to save the Bay of Pigs expedi- .
tion; the U: 8. had accepted the!
erection of the Berlin Wall with'
littke move than verbal pyre-:
technics and the U. S, had ac-/
cepted the neutrallst solution .

. Laos. :

“U. S. formal statements re-
garding Cuba conveved an air
of studied uncertainty,

"In military planning, despite
substantialiv increased programs

was advocating a girnter cone :
vontional capability and a coun-*
ter-insurgency program. .

““Thus, it probably appeared
o -the Soviets that the diplo-
matic and military stance of the

- U. S. was that of a power seck-

ing to avoid confrontation. and -
feaxful of its consequences, and |
thercfore a power which could ;
be subjected to a series of set-
backs without high risks of ’ !
forceful resistance.”

The U. S. show of determma--
tion in the Cuban Missile Crisis |
of 1962, convinced Soviet lcaders
we did mean business, Mr. Mat- -
thias says. Ile thinks that will
stand the U. 8. in good stead for
a little while.

But he says there will be;
other times and other places in
which Soviet leaders could again
read a lack of willpower in
U. 8. actions, ‘his could Ieadr
to trouble.

This study has the- “general

" approval™ of the CIA Board of.

National Estimates, “tho no ats;
tempt has been made to reach
complete agreemcnt on every:
point.” - - Lo s
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